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SUMMARY

The court granted in part and denied in part defendants’ motion for summary judgment in Ryan Shaw’s

42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging constitutionally inadequate dental care. The court dismissed Shaw’s

claim against Jessica Gross for lack of personal involvement but allowed his Eighth Amendment claim

against Dr. Tommy Onjukka to proceed to trial. The court also denied Dr. Onjukka qualified immunity

and indicated that it would attempt to recruit volunteer counsel for Shaw.
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Plaintiff brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging that prison
officials were deliberately indifferent to his serious dental needs in
violation of the Eighth Amendment. Defendants moved for summary

judgment.

Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute of
material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The court construed reasonable inferences in favor of the
nonmoving party and evaluated the qualified-immunity motion by
asking whether the facts, viewed in the plaintiff's favor, showed a
constitutional violation and whether the right was clearly established.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence created a genuine dispute of material fact as to whether Dr. Onjukka was
deliberately indifferent to Shaw's objectively serious dental condition in violation of the Eighth

Amendment.
2. Whether Dr. Onjukka was entitled to qualified immunity at the summary-judgment stage.

3. Whether Gross could be liable under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 based only on receiving notice that Shaw's
inmate complaints had been affirmed and deferring to institutional dental staff.

HOLDINGS

1. Summary judgment was denied because a reasonable jury could find that Shaw had an objectively
serious dental condition and that Dr. Onjukka deliberately disregarded Shaw's persistent pain by failing

to prioritize treatment or provide adequate pain relief while Shaw waited for fillings.

2. Dr. Onjukka was not entitled to qualified immunity because the evidence, viewed in Shaw's favor, could

establish a violation of a clearly established Eighth Amendment right to adequate treatment for a serious
medical condition.

3. Gross was entitled to summary judgment because she was not personally involved in Shaw's dental
treatment; merely receiving notice that inmate complaints had been affirmed and deferring to
institutional medical staff did not establish constitutional liability.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A jury who believes Shaw’s description of his pain could reasonably conclude that Dr. Onjukka’s refusal to
prioritize his treatment and/or provide him with pain relief while he waited demonstrated deliberate

indifference to his dental condition.” (Analysis)

“Defendants’ summary judgment motion (Dkt. No. 32) is GRANTED as to Jessica Gross and DENIED as to
Dr. Tommy Onjukka.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

While incarcerated, Shaw persistently complained of severe dental pain involving multiple teeth. After
transferring to Green Bay Correctional Institution, he was placed on a fillings list but waited more than a year,
receiving periodic examinations, limited pain relief, and dental wax; Dr. Onjukka extracted an infected tooth but
did not provide the requested fillings. Shaw submitted more than seventy-five dental-service requests and
asserted that the pain caused swelling, interfered with sleep, and sometimes prevented him from eating. Gross, a
statewide health-services director, was notified that two of Shaw's inmate complaints had been affirmed but did

not personally participate in his treatment.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Shaw, formerly incarcerated at Green Bay Correctional Institution, sued Dr. Tommy Onjukka and Jessica Gross

over allegedly inadequate dental care. Defendants moved for summary judgment on November 26, 2025. The

court granted the motion as to Gross, dismissed her from the action, and denied it as to Onjukka, allowing

Shaw's claim against him to proceed to trial.
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